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Section 1 Purpose and Need for Action 
 

1.1 Introduction 

House Resolution 5081 (also known as the Washoe Bill) was signed into law by President 
Reagan on October 6, 1982, becoming Public Law 97-288. This legislation states “that (a) 
subject to the provisions of subsection (b), all right, title and interest of the United States in 
the following lands (including all improvements thereon and appurtenances thereto, 
particularly all water rights appurtenances thereto, which are presently administered by the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs of the Department of the Interior) are hereby declared to be held by 
the United States in trust for the benefit and use of the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and 
California and are hereby declared to be part of the Washoe Indian Reservation.”  
 
The Washoe Tribe (Tribe) of Nevada and California have the four following federally 
recognized communities, three in Nevada and one in California: Stewart, Carson, 
Dresslerville, and Woodfords. The Tribe also owns several other non-contiguous parcels 
including the Stewart Ranch (Ranch). 
 
The Ranch is comprised of portions of seven sections located in northern Carson Valley. 
Carson Valley is at the eastern base of the Sierra Nevada and straddles the California-
Nevada state line in northern Alpine County, California and Douglas County, Nevada. 
Immediately to the north and west of the Ranch is Forest Service land while private 
landowners abut the remainder of the boundaries (Figure 1).  
 
The Ranch consists of arable land conveyed to the Tribe in 1982 for agricultural and 
economic development. In the first several years of operation, the Tribe was able to rely 
on artesian wells and flows from the Carson River to provide sufficient water for 
cultivation of crops. Unfortunately, since that time there has been intense development on 
surrounding lands which have resulted in lower flows in the Carson River and the 
disappearance of the artesian wells.  
 
Currently the Ranch relies entirely on surface water for irrigation which has been 
significantly impacted by the low flows in the Carson River and the disappearance of the 
artesian wells. The Ranch used to get three cuts of alfalfa a season and now is only able 
to produce two cuts in a good year. This has depleted the Ranch’s income. At this 
production level, what once was a major contributor to the Tribe’s economic 
development is no longer self sustaining.  
 
When the Ranch lands were transferred to the Tribe, the water rights were also 
transferred. This is an enormous asset for the Ranch since the use of groundwater is a 
Tribal right supported by the Winters Doctrine of 1908. Reclamation would provide 
funding to the Tribe to drill a supplemental groundwater well and repair an irrigation 
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pond on the Ranch to provide a supplemental source of water to the Tribe to enable them 
to bring their agricultural production back to historical levels on the Ranch. 

Draft October 2009 
Environmental Assessment 



   

 
 

Draft October 2009 
Environmental Assessment 



   

1.2 Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide a supplemental source of water to the 
Tribe to enable them to bring their agricultural production back to historical levels on the 
Ranch. Intense development on surrounding lands has resulted in lower flows in the 
Carson River and the disappearance of the artesian wells once used for agriculture. The 
Tribe is in need of an additional source of water, which they hold a reserved water right, 
to support their historical agricultural production.  
 

1.3 Potential Resource Issues 

The resource areas listed below have the potential to be affected by the Proposed Action 
and are discussed in Sections 3.1 through 3.8. 
 

• Surface Water Resources 
• Groundwater Resources 
• Land Use 
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Indian Trust Assets 
• Environmental Justice 
• Climate Change 
 

1.4 Resources Not Analyzed in Detail 

Based on review of the Proposed Action it was determined that the Proposed Action 
would not impact the following resources; water quality, fisheries, recreation, air quality, 
geology and soils, visual, transportation, noise, hazards and hazardous materials, and 
socioeconomics. Hence, impacts to these resources are not analyzed in this EA. 
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Section 2 Alternatives Including Proposed 
Action 
2.1 Alternative A – No Action 

The No Action Alternative includes not drilling a supplemental groundwater well or 
repairing the existing irrigation pond and continued reliance on surface water from the 
Carson River for the Tribe’s agricultural production. Under this alternative the Tribe 
would continue with their current agricultural practices, which are not sufficient for the 
Tribe’s economic development. 
 

2.2 Alternative B - Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action would include American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
funding by Reclamation to drill a supplemental groundwater well at the Pivot location on 
the Ranch which is adjacent to existing infrastructure and power connections. Developing 
the irrigation well would include construction of the well (approximately 300 feet deep), 
new electrical infrastructure to the pump and the connection of the pivot, pipes, hoses and 
heads (Figure 2). The Proposed Action would also include funding for the repair of the 
irrigation pond located on the established Ranch. Repairing the irrigation pond would 
include re-engineering the front of the dike, moving the dirt and installing a new pump.  

 

Figure 2 Proposed Well Location 
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2.3 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed 
Analysis 

Two sites were evaluated as possible locations for the development of the irrigation well: 
(1) the Pivot location, and (2) the Foothill location. The Foothill location is adjacent to 
two separate possible contamination sources and is not located near existing power 
hookups. The Foothill location is also at a higher elevation which would make it more 
expensive and difficult to locate a well at the site. The Foothill location was omitted as a 
possible irrigation well site.  
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Section 3 Affected Environment & 
Environmental Consequences 
The Ranch totals 2,098.36 acres and is comprised of portions of seven sections located in 
northern Carson Valley and Jacks Valley. Immediately to the north and west of the Ranch is 
Forest Service land while private landowners abut the remainder of the boundaries. Carson 
Valley and Jacks Valley are at the eastern base of the Sierra Nevada and straddle the 
California-Nevada state line. 
 
The elevation ranges from 4,650 feet along the Carson River up to 5,400 feet in the upper 
northwestern portion of the parcel, where the boundary stops at the bottom of the Carson 
Range of the Nevada Mountains. Average annual precipitation in the basin ranges from 8 
to 40 inches, increasing from north to south.  The average daily maximum temperature in 
July is 90º F, and average daily minimum temperature in January is 18º F. 
 
On the Ranch, 215 acres, or 10%, is being developed for, or already is in use as cropland. 
The remaining 90% is undeveloped and is nominally used as grazing land. 

3.1 Surface Water Resources  

Affected Environment 
Surface water resources on the Ranch include the Carson River, Jacks Valley Creek, a 
slough that branches off from the Carson River, and a few ponds. The Carson River is the 
largest drainage basin within Douglas County.  All precipitation within this basin drains 
to the Carson River.  The river flows from south to north towards Carson City in two 
forks, East and West, which join in the middle of the Carson Valley. 
 
The Carson River floodplain covers much of the Ranch Parcel. The Carson River flows 
through the southern portion of the parcel, making flooding events fairly common. The 
Northwestern portion of the ranch contains Jacks Creek; this waterway has the potential 
to cause flooding on the ranch. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
flood map depicts the creek area as being in a 100-year flood plain. Irrigation ditches and 
natural wetlands occur on the parcel and have the potential to impact the parcel in high 
precipitation years. There are no designated wetlands in the Proposed Action area.    
 
Environmental Consequences 
No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Tribe would not drill a supplemental groundwater 
well or repair the existing irrigation pond and would continue their reliance on surface 
water from the Carson River for the Tribe’s agricultural production. Under the No Action 
Alternative, surface water use would not increase or decrease and, therefore, would have 
no impacts to surface water.  
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Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action, the Tribe would drill a groundwater well and repair an 
existing irrigation pond for irrigation purposes on the Ranch. The Proposed Action would 
not increase or decrease surface water in the project area and, therefore, would not result 
in short-term or long-term adverse impacts to surface water or the resources dependent on 
surface water. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
The Proposed Action would not contribute to surface water increases or decreases and 
therefore; would not contribute to cumulative effects to surface water resources.   

3.2 Groundwater Resources 

Affected Environment 
The Ranch is located in Carson Valley groundwater basin number 6-6. Elevations within 
the basin range from 1,500 feet in the valley to above 9,000 feet at the headwaters of the 
Carson River. The principal source of groundwater in the Carson Valley basin is from 
basin-fill deposits. Unconsolidated deposits beneath the basin, which range from clay to 
boulders, are present in thickness as great as 5,000 feet. Division of Mines and Geology 
map, Walker Lake Sheet, indicate alluvium in the northwestern and Diamond Valley 
portions of the basin. The southeastern portion and the southern apex of the basin are 
primarily Pliocene volcanics and Pleistocene nonmarine. Most water wells drilled in the 
basin are completed in basin-fill deposits. No published groundwater data was found for 
the Carson Valley Basin. 
 
Environmental Consequences 
No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Tribe would not drill a supplemental groundwater 
well or repair the existing irrigation pond, and would continue their reliance on surface 
water from the Carson River for the Tribe’s agricultural production. Under the No Action 
Alternative, the Tribe would carry on with current practices and no additional 
groundwater resources would be affected.  
 
Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action, the Tribe would drill a groundwater well and repair an 
existing irrigation pond for irrigation purposes on the Ranch. To meet historical 
agriculture levels of three cuts of alfalfa per growing season, groundwater would be 
pumped from the pivot starting mid April and continuing through mid October (growing 
season). A complete rotation on the pivot takes 24hrs and depending on weather 
conditions water would be applied between 5 to 7 days after each rotation at 1,100 
gallons per minute or less. No published groundwater data was found for the Carson 
Valley Basin though during the construction of the well water quality would be assessed. 
The irrigation well design would take into consideration the stratigraphic layers from the 
drilling samples and the placement of the screening in the well casing would be 
distributed at different levels to minimize the stress to the aquifer. In addition, the well 
would be managed to ensure water use efficiency and water conservation, therefore; the 
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Proposed Action would not result in short-term or long-term adverse impacts to 
groundwater resources.  
 
Cumulative Effects 
The Proposed Action would not result in adverse impacts to groundwater resources and due 
to the fact that at this time there are no additional projects planned on the Ranch the Proposed 
Action would not contribute to cumulative impacts to groundwater resources.  

3.3 Land use 

Affected Environment 
The Ranch is located in designated agricultural lands. On the Ranch, 215 acres, or 10%, 
is being developed for, or already is in use as cropland. The remaining 90% is 
undeveloped and nominally uses as grazing land. A majority of the land is well-suited for 
agriculture, as 60 percent of the ranch is within the Carson River’s 100-year flood-plain. 
 
The elevation ranges from 4,650 feet along the Carson River up to 5,400 feet in the upper 
northwestern portion of the parcel, where the boundary stops at the bottom of the Carson 
Range of the Nevada Mountains. 
 
Environmental Consequences 
No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Tribe would not drill a supplemental groundwater 
well or repair the existing irrigation pond and would continue their current land use 
practices. 
 
Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action, the Tribe would drill a groundwater well and repair an 
existing irrigation pond for irrigation purposes on the Ranch. The historical amount of 
115 acres of the Tribe’s land would be utilized for alfalfa production. The Proposed 
Action area has previously been disturbed and is within designated agricultural lands; 
therefore, the action would not be changing the historic land use or effect the floodplain. 
In fact, the Proposed Action is within designated agricultural lands and would result in 
long-term improvements to the productivity of agricultural lands.   
 
The Proposed Action area is in compliance with the Washoe Integrated Resource 
Management Plan and the Interim Development Planning System.  
 
Cumulative Effects 
The Proposed Action is located in designated agricultural lands that have previously been 
utilized for agricultural purposes. Hence, the Proposed Action would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts on land use.  
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3.4 Biological Resources 

Affected Environment 
A species list was requested on March 10, 2009 and provided on March 24, 2009 from 
the Nevada Fish and Wildlife Office pursuant to section 7(c) of the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 (Act). To the best of their knowledge there are no listed, proposed, or species 
of concern in the project area. The Washoe Environmental Protection Department 
conducted a site assessment of the area and found no federally listed endangered or 
threatened species. Wildlife habitats and migration corridors have previously been 
disturbed by agricultural activities in the project area resulting in unsuitable habitat for 
wildlife species. Other non-listed species that could occur in the surrounding area 
include: mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), bob cat (Lynx rufus), mountain lion (Puma 
concolor), jack rabbit (Lepus californicus), cotton tail (Sylvilagus audubonii), American 
badger (Taxidea taxus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), rough-legged hawk (Buteo 
lagopus), cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), 
Canada goose (Branta Canadensis), cattle egret (Bubulcus ibis), great blue heron (Ardea 
Herodias), snowy egret (Egretta thula), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), great 
horned owl (Bubo virginianus), western screech owl (Otus kennicottii) and California 
quail (Callipepla californica).  
 
Environmental Consequences 
No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Tribe would not drill a supplemental groundwater 
well or repair the existing irrigation pond and would continue their current land use 
practices resulting in no adverse impacts to biological resources. 
 
Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action, the Tribe would drill a groundwater well and repair an 
existing irrigation pond for irrigation purposes on the Ranch. A portion of the Tribe’s 
land would be utilized for agricultural production at historical levels. The Proposed 
Action area has previously been disturbed and is within designated agricultural lands; 
therefore, the action would not be changing the historic land use practices on the Ranch. 
The biological resources have been surveyed by USFWS (Appendix A) which resulted in 
no federally listed, proposed or candidate species in the project area and; therefore, there 
would be no short-term or long-term effect to federally listed, proposed, or species of 
concern or critical habitat as a result of this action.    
 
Due to the Proposed Action area being previously disturbed, no wilderness designations 
or unique ecosystem, biological community or its inhabitants are expected to be impacted 
by the project.  
 
Cumulative Effects 
The Proposed Action would not result in adverse impacts to biological resources and due to 
the fact that at this time there are no additional projects planned on the Ranch the Proposed 
Action would not contribute to cumulative impacts to biological resources.   
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3.5 Cultural Resources 

Affected Environment 
Cultural resources is a term used to describe both ‘archaeological sites’ depicting 
evidence of past human use of the landscape and the ‘built environment’ which is 
represented in structures such as dams, roadways, and buildings. The National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 is the primary Federal legislation which outlines the 
Federal Government’s responsibility to cultural resources. Section 106 of the NHPA 
requires the Federal Government to take into consideration the effects of an undertaking 
listed on cultural resources on or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places (National Register). Those resources that are on or eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register are referred to as historic properties.  
 
The Section 106 process is outlined in the Federal regulations at 36 CFR Part 800. These 
regulations describe the process that the Federal agency (Reclamation) takes to identify 
cultural resources and the level of effect that the proposed undertaking will have on 
historic properties. In summary, Reclamation must first determine if the action is the type 
of action that has the potential to affect historic properties. If the action is the type of 
action that has the potential to affect historic properties, Reclamation must identify the 
area of potential effects (APE), determine if historic properties are present within that 
APE, determine the effect that the undertaking will have on historic properties, and 
consult with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) or Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer, where applicable, to seek concurrence on Reclamation’s findings. 
In addition, Reclamation is required through the Section 106 process to consult with 
Indian Tribes concerning the identification of sites of religious or cultural significance, 
and consult with individuals or groups who are entitled to be consulting parties or have 
requested to be consulting parties.  
 
Environmental Consequences 
 No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Tribe would not drill a groundwater well or repair 
an existing irrigation pond and would continue their current land use practices resulting 
in no adverse impacts to cultural or archaeological resources, or sacred sites. 
 
Proposed Action 
An archaeological reconnaissance level inspection was conducted for the area of potential 
effect (APE) for the Proposed Action.  This inspection revealed that one archaeological 
site is located within the APE for the proposed irrigation pond repair.  Reclamation 
assumes that this cultural resource is eligible for inclusion to the National Register of 
Historic Places and has arrived at a finding of no adverse effect to historic properties for 
this undertaking.  The Tribal Historic Preservation Officer has been consulted, and 
concurs with Reclamation’s findings (Appendix A).” The Proposed Action would have 
no adverse effect on historic properties. 
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If cultural or archaeological resources are encountered during site construction or drilling 
activities, work would stop and the Reclamation Regional Archaeologist would be 
notified immediately. 
 
Cumulative Effects 
The Proposed Action would not result in adverse impacts to cultural resources and, therefore, 
would not contribute to cumulative impacts to cultural resources.  
 

3.6 Indian Trust Assets 

Affected Environment 
Indian Trust Assets (ITAs) are legal interests in property or rights held in trust by the 
United States for Indian Tribes or individuals. Trust status originates from rights 
imparted by treaties, statutes, or executive orders. These rights are reserved for, or 
granted to, tribes. A defining characteristic of an ITA is that such assets cannot be sold, 
leased, or otherwise alienated without Federal approval.  
 
Indian reservations, rancherias, and allotments are common ITAs. Allotments can occur 
both within and outside of reservation boundaries and are parcels of land where title is 
held in trust for specific individuals. Additionally, ITAs include the right to access certain 
traditional use areas and perform certain traditional activities.  
 
It is Reclamation policy to protect ITAs from adverse impacts resulting from its’ 
programs and activities whenever possible. Types of actions that could affect ITAs 
include an interference with the exercise of a reserved water right, degradation of water 
quality where there is a water right or noise near a land asset where it adversely affects 
uses of the reserved land.  
 
Environmental Consequences 
No Action  
Under the No Action Alternative, the Tribe would not drill a supplemental groundwater 
well or repair the existing irrigation pond and would continue their current land use 
practices resulting in no adverse impacts to ITAs. 
 
Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the Tribe would drill a supplemental 
groundwater well and repair the existing irrigation pond for irrigation purposes on the 
Ranch. The Proposed Action would not adversely affect ITAs. In fact, the Proposed 
Action would enable the Tribe to exercise its reserved water right and therefore; provide 
a benefit to the Tribe and their ITAs. ITAs would not be adversely impacted by the 
Proposed Action.   
 
Cumulative Effects 
The Proposed Action would not result in adverse impacts to ITAs and, therefore, would not 
contribute to cumulative impacts to ITAs.  
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3.7 Environmental Justice 

Affected Environment 
Executive Order 12898 requires each Federal agency to achieve environmental justice as 
part of its mission, by identifying and addressing disproportionately high adverse human 
health or environmental effects, including social and economic effects, of its programs 
and activities on minority populations and low-income populations of the United States. 
 
No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Tribe would not drill a supplemental groundwater 
well or repair the existing irrigation pond and would continue their current land use 
practices resulting in no adverse impacts to environmental justice. 
 
Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action, the Tribe would drill a groundwater well and repair an 
existing irrigation pond for irrigation purposes on the Ranch. The Proposed Action would 
not disproportionately impact economically disadvantaged or minority populations. In 
fact, the Proposed Action would address existing negative effects upon a minority 
population and improve the standard of living by providing employment opportunities 
and additional revenue from the increase of agricultural production on the Ranch. The 
Proposed Action would not cause environmental justice issues.  
 
Cumulative Effects 
As the Proposed Action does not have the potential to cause adverse impacts to 
economically disadvantaged or minority populations, and in fact would actually benefit 
the Tribe by providing additional revenue from the increase of agricultural production on 
the Ranch, the Proposed Action could potentially result in cumulative benefits for the 
Tribe. 

3.8 Global Climate Change 

Affected Environment 
The United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change predicts that  changes in 
the earth's climate will continue through the 21st century and that  the rate of change may 
increase significantly in the future because of human  activity. Many researchers studying 
California's climate believe that changes in the earth's climate have already affected 
California and will continue to do so in the future. Climate change may seriously affect 
the State's water resources. Temperature increases could affect water demand and aquatic 
ecosystems. Changes in the timing and amount of precipitation and runoff could occur. 
  
Climate change is identified in the 2005 update of the California Water Plan (Bulletin 
160-05) as a key consideration in planning for the State's future water management. The 
2005 Water Plan update qualitatively describes the effects that climate change may have 
on the State's water supply. It also describes efforts that should be taken to quantitatively 
evaluate climate change effects for the next Water Plan update. 
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No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Tribe would not drill a supplemental groundwater 
well or repair the existing irrigation pond and would have no effect on climate change. 
 
Proposed Action 
Under the Proposed Action, the Tribe would drill a groundwater well and repair an 
existing irrigation pond for irrigation purposes on the Ranch. The Proposed Action would 
not include any significant change on the composition of the atmosphere and therefore 
would not result in adverse impacts to climate change.  
 
Cumulative Effects 
The Proposed Action would not result in adverse impacts to climate change and, 
therefore, would not contribute to cumulative impacts to climate change.  
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Section 4 Consultation and Coordination  
While no impacts to endangered species or to historic/cultural resources have been 
indicated by the Proposed Action, consultation and coordination was conducted with the 
agencies and mandates considered below. 

4.1 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 651 et seq.) 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) requires that Reclamation consult with 
fish and wildlife agencies (federal and state) on all water development projects that could 
affect biological resources.  There are no listed, proposed, or species of concern in the 
project area.  No consultation is required. 

4.2 Endangered Species Act (16 USC. 1521 et seq.) 

Section 7 of this Act requires Federal agencies to ensure that all federally associated 
activities within the United States do not jeopardize the continued existence of threatened 
or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of the critical 
habitat of these species. Action agencies must consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, which maintains current lists of species that have been designated as threatened 
or endangered, to determine the potential impacts a project may have on protected 
species.   
 
Reclamation determined that the Proposed Action would have no effect on federally 
proposed or listed threatened and endangered species or their proposed or designated 
critical habitat.  No further consultation is required under Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act. 

4.3 Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC § 703 ET SEQ.)  

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act implements various treaties and conventions between the 
U.S. and Canada, Japan, Mexico and the former Soviet Union for the protection of 
migratory birds. Unless permitted by regulations, the Act provides that it is unlawful to 
pursue, hunt, take, capture or kill; attempt to take, capture or kill; possess, offer to or sell, 
barter, purchase, deliver or cause to be shipped, exported, imported, transported, carried 
or received any migratory bird, part, nest, egg or product, manufactured or not. Subject to 
limitations in the Act, the Secretary of the Interior (Secretary) may adopt regulations 
determining the extent to which, if at all, hunting, taking, capturing, killing, possessing, 
selling, purchasing, shipping, transporting or exporting of any migratory bird, part, nest 
or egg will be allowed, having regard for temperature zones, distribution, abundance, 
economic value, breeding habits and migratory flight patterns.  
 
Migratory bird surveys would be completed prior to project construction to allow the 
Proposed Action to be in compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
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4.4 National Historic Preservation Act (15 USC 470 et seq.) 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to 
evaluate the effects of federal undertakings on historical, archaeological and cultural 
resources.  Due to the nature of the Proposed Action, there would be no impacts to any 
historical, archaeological or cultural resources, and no further compliance actions are 
required.  
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Section 5 List of Preparers and Reviewers 
Carolyn Bragg, Natural Resources Specialist, Mid-Pacific Region  
Tamara Laframboise, Natural Resources Specialist, Mid-Pacific Region 
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